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PER CURI AM

James El wood Tyson, Jr., pled guilty to being a felon in
possession of firearm under 18 U S.C. 88 922(g)(1), 924(e)(1)
(2000), and was sentenced to 192 nonths of inprisonnment. On

appeal, counsel has filed a brief under Anders v. California, 386

U S 738 (1967), alleging that there are no neritorious clains on
appeal, but raising the following issue: whether Tyson’s three
previ ous convictions were properly considered separate violent
crimes for purposes of sentencing himas an arned career crim nal
under § 924(e)(1). Although inforned of his right to do so, Tyson
has failed to file a pro se supplenental brief.

We find that Tyson’s three prior felonies were properly
counted for purposes of the enhancenent because each conviction
arose out of a separate and distinct crimnal episode, Uni t ed

States v. lLetterlough, 63 F.3d 332, 334-35 (4th Cr. 1995, and

because breaking and entering is considered a violent crine under

t he enhancenent. United States v. Bowden, 975 F.2d 1080, 1083-85

(4th Cir. 1992) (holding that breaking and entering under North
Carolina is considered a violent felony for career offender
purposes). Accordingly, this claimfails.

We have exam ned the entire record in this case, in
accordance with the requirenents of Anders, and find no neritorious
i ssues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm We deny counsel’s

pending notion to wthdraw. This court requires that counse



informhis client, inwiting, of his right to petition the Suprene
Court of the United States for further review If the client
requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such
a petition would be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court
for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust
state that a copy thereof was served on the client. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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